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AN INVESTIGATION OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE SUPERVISORY 
ORIENTATION AND ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR IN PUBLIC ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOLS IN THE PHILIPPINES
CHAPTER I
Background of the Problem
Social system theorists view supervision as a social process and the
context of supervision as a social system. The supervisory process and
the context can be studied from the structural, functional, and operational
perspectives. Structurally, supervision is considered to be a series of
superordinate—subordinate relationships. Functionally, this hierarchy of
positions is the basis for allocating roles, personnel and facilities on
behalf of the organizational goals (Parsons, 1951). Within the rubric of
a structural and personal framework, a formal organization such as the
school may be conceptualized as a social system consisting of two major
dimensions. Getzels and Guba (1967) conceive of the social system as:
...involving two major classes of phenomena, which are conceptually 
independent and phenomenally interactive. There are, at first, the 
institutions with certain roles and expectations that will fulfill 
the goals of the system. Second, inhabiting the system there are 
the individuals with certain personalities and need-dispositions, 
whose interactions comprise what is generally called "social be­
havior" (Getzels & Guba, 1967, p. 152).
The institutional (nomothetic) dimension is conceptualized in terms 
of roles and expectations, while the individual (idiographic) is defined 
in terms of personality and need—dispositions. Nomothetically, the school
2strives to socialize the individuals according to its own image and ends; 
and idiographically, the individual strives to socialize the school into 
his own image and ends (Bakke, 1961). Supervisory task orientation suggests 
the nomothetic and idiographic styles. The nomothetic style refers to the 
individual state of preference which focuses primarily on the institutions, 
roles, and expectations as it seeks to achieve its goals. The idiographic 
style refers to the individual state of preference which is centered on 
the individual and need-dispositions as it seeks to accomplish the indivi­
dual goals. The directionality of the individual's state of preference 
is influenced by his value—belief system. Getzels defines need-dispositions 
as the central analytic units of personality (Getzels, 1963, p. 114).
Parsons and Shils suggests that each concrete need-disposition involves 
a combination of values. Values are those aspects of the individual orien­
tation which commit him to norms, standards, and expectations when he is 
in a situation which requires and allows him to make a decision. The 
value orientation which commit him to observe certain rules and behaviors 
are not random but tend to form a system of value orientations which bind 
the individual to some organized set of rules (Parsons & Shils, 1951, p. 59).
McGregor's Theory X and Theory Y belief assim^tions attempt to ex­
plain basic assumptions about human motivation. The manager with the 
Theory X assumptions does not accept the fact that satisfied needs no 
longer motivate behavior and that unsatisfied higher level needs such as 
self-esteem and self-actualization are important motivators. Such a 
manager attempts to use motivation solely through the provision of main­
tenance factors. The manager assuming Theory Y implements means for 
tapping higher—level needs and motivational factors. He provides means 
and opportunities for achievement, recognition, advancement, growth, and 
responsibility (McGregor, 1960).
3The school as an organization has certain role specifications and 
expectations; these represent the nomothetic (Institutional) dimension of 
the system. As an Institution, the school has specified roles; and the
occupants of these institutional roles are expected to exhibit the kind
of behavior which contributes to the goals of the organization. The
occupants of these institutional roles are persons with varying personality
structures and needs; and these represent the idiographic (individual) di­
mension. Organizational behavior of the Individuals within the system can 
be ascribed as the result of the Interplay between the two dimensions 
(Getzels & Guba, 1958). Conformity to the Institution, Its roles and ex­
pectations leads to organizational effectiveness, while conformity to the 
individual and his need-dlsposltlons leads to individual efficiency (Barnard, 
1964).
Statement of the Problem
The basic problem for this research is: What is the relationship
between supervisory orientation and organizational behavior In the public 
elementary schools in the Philippines?
Specific research questions are:
1. What Is the relationship between the supervisory nomothetic 
orientation of school Incumbents and the task behavior in school?
1^: What is the relationship between the supervisory task-orien-
tation of p r i n c i p a l  and Institutional goal-directed behaviors in school?
Ig: What is the relationship between the supervisory task-orien-
tatlon of teachers and institutional goal-directed behaviors In school?
1 :^ What Is the relationship between the supervisory Theory X
orientation of principal and Institutional goal—directed behaviors in 
school?
41^ : What is the relationship between the supervisory Theory X
orientation of teachers and institutional goal-directed behaviors in 
school?'
2, What is the relationship between the supervisory idiographic 
orientation of school incumbents and task behavior in school?
2^ : What is the relationship between the supervisory interaction-
orientation of principal and individual goal-directed behaviors in school?
2^: What is the relationship between the supervisory interaction-
orientation of teachers and individual goal-directed behaviors in school?
2g: What is the relationship between the supervisory Theory Y orien­
tation of principal and individual goal—directed behaviors in school.
2^: What is the relationship between the supervisory Theory Y orien­
tation of teachers and individual goal-directed behaviors in school?
Significance of the Study
This study will enable the Philippine schools to conceptualize and 
empirically identify types of organizational behavior and supervisory 
practices of both teachers and principals.
The resulting information from this study should facilitate the 
educative efforts of Philippine Schools on (1) evaluating supervisory 
practices among public elementary schools; (2) enriching the curricula 
for educational administration and teacher education; and (3) conceptuali­
zing and building new programs of continuing education for administrators 
and teachers.
CHAPTER II
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND RESEARCH
The School as a Social System 
The social system theorists (Parsons, 1951, Homans, 1950, and Getzels 
& Guba, 1968) view supervision as a social process and the context of 
supervision as a social system. The supervisory process and the context 
can be studied from the structural, functional, and operational perspectives. 
Structually, supervision Is considered to be a series of superordinate— 
subordinate relationships (principal to teachers, teachers to students, 
etc...). Functionally, this hierarchy of positions Is the basis for 
allocating and integrating roles, personnel, and facilities on behalf of 
the Institutional goals.
Within the rubric of structural and personal framework, Getzels and 
Guba conceptualized the social system consisting of two dimensions: first,
the institution with certain roles and expectations that will carry the 
goals of the system; and second, the Individuals with certain personalities 
and need-dlsposltlons (Getzels & Guba, 1957).
All institutions have characteristics and lnç>eratlve functions:
(1) institutions have goals and purposes, (2) Institutions have norms,
(3) institutions are structural and (4) Institutions are sanction bearing 
(Getzels & Guba, 1957).
6For Parsons, An institution is a complex institutionalized integration 
of roles which Is the structural significance in the social system. The 
role concept relates to an Institutionalized definition, explicit or im­
plicit, of expectations, norms, and sanctions which condition the behavior 
of the individual in consequence of the position he occupies in the social 
structure (Rocher, 1975).
The second dimension of the social system is similar in format to the 
institution (nomothetic) in that, individuals like institutions have goals 
which they express through their personalities and need-dispositions. 
Personality may be defined as the dynamic organization within the indivi­
dual of those need-dispositions which govern his unique reactions to his 
environment. The central analytic unit of personality is the need-disposi­
tions (Getzels, 1963, p. 311).
FIGURE I 
NOMOTHETIC DIMENSION 
Institution______ Role____ Rôle-Expectations
SOCIAL 
SYSTEM
OBSERVED
BEHAVIOR
Individual Personality Need-dispositions 
IDIOGRAPHIC DIMENSION 
Behavior in any social system is conceived as a function between 
personality and prescribed organizational roles.
The general model in Figure I shows the nomothetic and idiographic 
dimensions of social behavior as elaborated by Getzels and Guba (1968). 
The nomothetic axis is shown at the top of the diagram and consists of 
the institution, role, and role expectations, each term serving as the 
analytic unit for the term preceding it. Similarly, the lower axis at
7the lower part of the diagram, consists of the individual, personality, 
and need-dispositions, each term again serving as the analytic unit of the 
term preceding it.
The heuristic value of the Getzels and Guba model has been arqoly 
demonstrated by the research that it has generated in the field of edu­
cational administration. The model of social behavior elaborates social 
system into (1) integrated concepts capable of answering and posing questions; 
(2) operational concepts which provide blueprints for investigation; (3) 
generalizable concepts of application to a wide variety of issues (Getzels 
& Guba, 1952, 234-246). The model is applicable to any type of social 
system, large or small, formal or informal. For the specific purpose of 
the present research, the utility of the model may be increased by 
specifying additional variables (see Figure II).
Within the rubric of the Getzels and Guba model, the school is concep­
tualized as a social system and supervisory orientations as social process.
The school as an organization has certain role structures and expectations; 
these represent the nomothetic dimension. As an institution, the school 
has prescribed roles; and the incumbents of these institutional roles are 
expected by the organization to exhibit the kind of behavior which will 
contribute to the goals of the organization. The incumbents of these 
roles (teachers, principal, etc...) are individual persons with varying . 
personality structures and need-dispositions; and these represent the 
so-called idiographic dimension of the school. The organizational behavior 
of the school incumbents can be ascribed as either nomothetic (closed) 
and/or idiographic (open).
FIGURE II
School as a Social System 
Nomothetic Dimension
Institution Role Role Expectations
Schools A, B, C.. Teachers, principal
nomothetic open
valueSUPERVISORY
ORIENTATIONS
ORGANIZATIONAL 
BEHAVIORS /
system
belief
idiographic closed
Persons A, B, C..
Individuals Personality Need-dispositions^
Idiographic Dimension
Conceptualized model adopted from Getzels and Guba
model. From J.W. Getzels, J.M. Lipham & R. Campbell. 
Educational Administration as a Social Process, New 
York: Harper & Row, 1968.
Types of Supervision 
Several studies on leadership suggest that supervision falls into 
dimensions. One is concerned with people and the other is concerned with 
acconplishing task. The research of Hemphill and Coons (1957); and Halpin 
and Winer (1957) identified two constellations of leader behavior namely:
(1) Initiating Structure and (2) Consideration. Halpin describes the two 
dimensions as:
"initiating Structure** refers to the leader’s behavior in de­
lineating between himself and the members of the group, and in 
endeavoring to establish well defined patterns of organization, 
channels of communication, and methods of procedure. "Consideration** 
refers to behavior indicative of friendship, mutual respect, trust 
and warmth in the relationship between the leader and the members 
of the staff (Halpin & Winer, 1957).
Blake and Mouton*s conceptualization of supervisory behavior has re­
sulted in the formulation of a managerial grid which can be plotted on two 
dimensions: one dimension being **concem for people," the other being
*'concem for production** (Blake & }k)uton, 1974). These two dimensions 
are similar to the "initiating structure" and "consideration" dimensions 
of the Ohio researchers and the *'closeness of supervision** and "enployee 
orientation** dimensions of Katz and Kahn (1968) .
Katz, Maccoby, and Morse, (1950) in their research identified two 
dimensions of leadership behavior namely (1) enployee orientation and
(2) production orientation. Employee orientation is described as behavior 
by leaders that shows concern for subordinates as individuals and accep­
tance of their individual and personal needs. Production orientation 
behavior provides assistance for and stresses for the importance of, 
getting the job done.
Cartwright and Zander (1960) on the basis of their accumulated 
findings describe leadership in terms of two sets of functions:
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(1) Group maintenance refers to behavior that sustains pleasant inter­
personal relations, settles disputes and conflicts, and provides incentives 
for group members and (2) Goal achievement relates to behavior that initiates 
actions, keeps the member's attention on the goals, develops procedures, 
evaluates quality of work, and makes information available.
For the purposes of the study those characteristics of leadership 
behavior will be viewed from the conceptual point of view of values and 
beliefs and, specifically as orientations. Supervisory orientation is 
operationally defined as a state of preference of the individual which is 
focused either towards the individual (idiographic) and/or the institutional 
(nomothetic) domains. The supervisory idiographic orientation refers to 
a state of preference of the individual which focuses primarily on the 
individual domain as it seeks to achieve its goals. The supervisory 
nomothetic orientation refers to a state of preference of the individual 
which focuses primarily on the institutional domain as it seeks to achieve 
its goals. Consequently, it is predicted that:
There is a positive relationship between supervisory orientation 
and organizational behavior in the public elementary schools in the 
Philippines.
Determinants of Supervisory Orientations 
The directionality of the supervisory orientation is assumed to be 
Influenced to a greater degree by the value-belief system of the individual. 
Parsons and Shil's value-belief system is a cognitive categorization of 
values and beliefs. The term value-belief is identical with the term need- 
dispositions. Need-disposition refers to as: (1) tendency to fulfill the
requirements of the individual, a tendency to accomplish some end state;
11
and (2) disposition to do something with an object designed to accomplish 
its end state (Parsons & Shils, 1961). Values are those aspects of the 
individual’s orientation which commit him to observe certain norms, stan­
dards, and criteria of selection, whenever he is in a situation which 
allows and requires him to make a decision. These values are not random 
but tend to form a system of value orientations to some organized set of 
rules (Parsons & Shils, 1961),
Rokeach defines belief in terms of "preferences or choices the in­
dividual makes when confronted by a set of alternatives, where the alterna­
tives, involve a particular mode of conduct or end state of existence and 
its opposite, or where the alternatives consists of other values within a 
value system (Rokeach, 1973). For Rokeach (1973) values may be seen as 
the cognitive representations and transformation of needs and represent 
also the social and institutional demands. For Rokeach (1973) values are 
the joint results of sociological and psychological forces acting upon 
the individual•
In an earlier analysis, the value belief system of the individual is 
closely related or identical to needs and motives. Drawing upon Murray’s 
concept of "need press," Stem defines need as organizational tendencies 
which appear to give unity and direction to personality. The Contigency 
Theory of Lorsch and Morse (1971) hypothesizes that human beings bring 
varying patterns of needs and motives into the work organization, but one 
need is to achieve a sense of competence. The sense of competence, while 
it exists in all human beings, may be fulfilled in different ways by 
different people on how a particular need interacts with the strengths of 
the individual’s other needs such as those for power, independence, struc­
ture, achievement, and affiliation.
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Maslow proposes a hierarchy of human needs beginning with the physio­
logical needs, and culminating in higher social and ego needs, such as 
need for self-actualization. The need for self-actualization can be 
ascribed as the desire to feel one's abilities are being fully utilized 
in some worthwhile creative manner (Maslow, 1954).
In developing Theory X and Theory Y notions of management, McGregor 
(1961) leans heavily on Maslow's theory. McGregor characterizes Theory X 
management belief assumptions as:
1. The average human being has an inherent dislike of work and will 
avoid it if he can. Thus management needs to stress productivity, 
incentive schemes, and a fair days work and to denounce restriction 
of output.
2. Because of this human characteristic of dislike of work, most
people must be coerced, controlled, directed, threatened with
punishment to get them to put forth adequate effort toward the 
achievement of organizational objectives.
Theory Y assumptions about human motivations are:
1. The expenditure of physical and mental effort in work is as
natural as play or rest. The ordinary person does not inherently
dislike work; according to the conditions it may be a source of 
satisfaction or punishment.
2. The most significant reward that can be offered for obtaining 
commitment is the satisfaction of the individual's self actuali­
zation needs. This can be a direct product of the effort directed 
towards the organizational objectives (McGregor, 1960, p. 33-57).
The influence of Maslow is also seen in the theoretical presentation 
of Argyris (1973) which maintains that individual desire jobs which permit 
adequate opportunities for growth and self actualization.
Herzberg (1966) extended the hygiene motivation theory by suggesting 
that individuals who focus on hygienic factors rather than motivators, 
tend to be fixated at the avoidance level of need fulfillment. The hygienic 
oriented individuals focuses his effort on avoidance of pain and discomfort, 
failure, risk, and responsibility, thus placing maximum value on money and
13
other extrinsic factors. The motivation-oriented individual strives for 
self-esteem, feelings of conçetence, autonomy, and self fulfillment. The 
motivation-oriented individual is primarily in search of need fulfillment.
Vroom's (1967) motivational model is an enlargement of the concepts 
of Maslow and Herberg’s motivational theory- He interprets motivation as 
a process that governs the selection patterns of the individual when faced 
with alternative forms of activities. The preference of the individual is 
based upon the strength of his desire for achieving a particular outcome. 
Wanous (1974) on the other hand suggest that higher order need strength is 
the most useful way to individual differences in work values.
Schütz (1958) using a different rationale from those of Maslow, Murray, 
Parsons and Shils, derived a theory of interpersonal behavior built around 
a basic postulate that each individual has three interpersonal needs as:
(1) power orientation, which deals with the tendency of the individual 
for following rules, conforming to manipulating and/or in controlling the 
power structure; (2) personaleness—counterpersonaleness orientation, which 
concerns an Individual’s tendency to form close relations; and (3) asser­
tiveness orientation, which is the measure of the individual’s tendency to 
express his beliefs in an open manner to others.
Organizational Behavior 
Barnard (1964) in his analysis of the functions of the executive has 
postulated two types of behavior within the organization. Effective be­
havior relates to the accomplishment of the cooperative purpose, which is 
a social and non—personal in character. Efficient behavior relates to the 
satisfaction of the individual motives, which is personal in character.
The test of effectiveness is the accomplishment of the common purpose or
14
purposes; while the test of efficiency is the eliciting of sufficient in­
dividual wills to cooperate.
Lonesdale (1964) defines organizational climate as the global assess­
ment of the interaction between the task achievement dimension and the 
need-satisfaction dimension within the organization (Lonsdale, 1964). 
Lonsdale uses the term task—achievement and need—satisfaction synonymously 
with the terms nomothetic and idiographic, respectively. Lonsdale notes 
that the term organizational climate has psychosocial flavor which reflects 
concern with the need—satisfaction dimension than the task achievement.
Guba illustrates the concept as he defines the task of the administrator: 
"The unique task of the administrator can now be understood as that 
of mediating between two sets of behavior eliciting forces, that is, the 
nomothetic and the idiographic, so as to produce behavior which is once 
organizationally useful as well as individually satisfying" (Guba, 1960, 
p. 121).
Halpin and Croft (1963) empirically conceptualize organizational as 
"closed" and "open" behavior, based on the analysis of the responses of 
the sixty four items in the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire 
(OCDQ) of the seventy one elementary schools from six different regions 
of the United States. Behaviors fall into two categorical dimensions 
namely: (1) goal-oriented task behavior and (2) the person-oriented be­
haviors .
The intent of the present study is focused on the relationship of the 
two domains namely: the supervisory orientations and the organizational
behavior in a social system. A nomothetic supervisory orientation is 
related to organizational behavior which is concerned on the achievement 
of the institutional goals. An idiographic supervisory orientation is
15
related organizational behavior which is focused on the achievement of the 
individual goals.
Supervisory Value Orientations and 
Organizational Effectiveness
The Getzels and Cuba formulation portrays the socializing tendency of 
the school inhabitants. Supervisory style which conforms to the institution, 
its roles, and expectations leads to organizational effectiveness, while 
supervisory style which attends to the individual, personality, and need— 
dispositions leads to individual efficiency (Getzels & Guba, 1957). Katz, 
Maccoby, and Morse (1951); and Likert (1961) demonstrated that "en%)loyee 
centered" leadership is related to high performance and productivity.
Fiedler (1971, 1972) presents data which support the relationship 
between supervisors' interpersonal relations and task orientations as 
measured by the Least Preferred Co-worker (LPC) score and their actual be­
havior. The findings reveal a relationship between the supervisor’s values 
and behavior in that task oriented (low LPC) leaders engaged in high level 
of task behaviors and relationship oriented behavior (high LPC) leaders 
engaged in a high level of group maintenance related to behavior in a 
setting where unstructured task were assigned to subordinates. The re­
lationship between the leaders’ values and their behavior was the opposite 
when the subordinates were assigned to a structured task. Relationship 
oriented leader (high LPC) leaders exhibited a high level of task related 
behaviors and task oriented (low LPC) leaders engaged in a high level of 
group maintenance related behavior.
Michaelsen’s (1973) research concludes that (1) groups supervised by 
task-oriented supervisors were more effective in situations of either 
high or low favorability than in situations of Intermediate favorability;
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and (2) groups supervised by interpersonal—oriented supervisors were more 
effective in situations of intermediate favorability than in situations 
of either high or low favorability. In another study by Michaelsen (1973) 
the resulting data indicate relationship between measures of both supervisors’ 
values and situational conditions were significantly related to the super­
visory criterion measures and the combined predictability of values and 
situational conditions was not significantly greater than situational con­
ditions alone.
England and Lee (1974) in examining the managerial values and managerial 
success indicate that more successful managers appear to favor pragmatic, 
dynamic achievement-oriented values, while less successful managers prefer 
more static and passive values. Cross validated results showed that value 
patterns were significantly predictive of managerial success and could be 
used as a basis for selection and placement.
Marsh and Mannari (1976) studies show a substantial evidence of re­
lationship between work values and employee performance. Employees with 
primacy values to work have higher performance than employee with primacy 
family values and/or pleasure values.
Thompson’s studies on self perception, perceived supervisory orien­
tation and job satisfaction show that Ss with a high level of favorable 
self-perception were less likely to perceive the supervisory style of their 
administrator as supportive and manifested lower job satisfaction than 
those with low level of self perception. More supportive styles of 
supervision were found to be associated with higher levels of job satis­
faction, although the effects were moderated by self-perception (Thompson, 
1971).
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In a study of the personality-job congruency test, O'Reilly (1977) 
used personality measures to form two indices of work orientation: ex­
pressive, or desiring avhievement and self-actualization of desiring job 
security and high financial reward from the job. These orientations were 
found to interact with the type of job (challenging or nonchallenging) 
and to affect job attitudes and performance.
Plaxton (1965) used the Organizational Climate Description Question­
naire (OCDQ) and Myers Briggs Classification to assess relationship between 
personality types and organizational climate descriptions. The findings 
reveal that the innovative, individualistic oriented principals are low 
in "hindrance" and high in "thrust", and the consistent, narrow and orderly 
principals are high in "hindrance" and low in "thrust" scores. The thinker, 
reserved, detached and theoretical principals are high in "disengagement" 
and "hindrance" and low in "esprit," "intimacy," "thrust," and "consid­
eration."
The findings of Wiggins' studies (1968, 1972, 1975) indicate substantial 
trends of relationship between the interpersonal orientations of principals 
and organiz^ational behaviors of teachers as revealed on some organizational 
orientation measures and climate measures known as the Organizational 
Climate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ) (Halpin & Croft, 1962)
Levy (1965), Mann (1972), and Jawrowvicz (1972) indicate some substan­
tial relationships between belief orientations and behaviors of principals. 
Jawrowvicz study notes that increases in principal’s dogmatism opinionation 
are related to decreases in the social needs satisfaction of the teachers. 
Mann (1972) study indicates a very limited relationship between the structure 
of principal and teachers’ belief systems and the organizational climate of 
schools•
CHAPTER III
RESEARCH DESIGN
Statement of Hypotheses 
The assumption that a relationship exists between the supervisory 
orientations of school incumbents and organizational behaviors in schools 
and various ancillary assuçotions regarding the nature and extent of re­
lationship are tested through the following hypotheses:
H^: There is a positive relationship between the supervisory
nomothetic orientation of school incumbents and task behavior in school. 
H^: There is a positive relationship between the supervisory task—
orientation of principal and the institutional goal—directed behaviors in
school.
H^g: There is a positive relationship between the supervisory task-
orientation of teachers and the institutional goal—directed behaviors in 
school.
H^g: There is a positive relationship between the supervisory Theory
X orientation of principal and the institutional goal-directed behaviors 
in school.
There is a positive relationship between the supervisory Theory 
X orientation of teachers and the institutional goal-directed behaviors 
in school.
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Hg: There is a positive relationship between the supervisory idiographic
orientation of school incumbents and task behavior in school.
There is a positive relationship between the supervisory inter­
action-orientation of principal and the individual goal-directed behaviors 
in school.
Hgg: There is a positive relationship between the supervisory inter­
action orientation of teachers and the individual goal—directed behaviors 
in school.
^2c' Thsre is a positive relationship between the supervisory Theory
Y orientation of principal and the individual goal—directed behaviors in 
school.
There is a positive relationship between the supervisory Theory
Y orientation of teachers and the individual goal-directed behaviors in 
school.
Limitation of the Study
All of the teachers and principals of the schools included in the 
study were drawn from the Tagalog speaking region of Central Luzon. Due 
to this, any generalizations made beyond the representativeness of these 
samples must be made with caution.
Another limitation of this study is the utilization of testing in­
struments which have not been standardized in wider scales. Therefore, 
generalizations made beyond the testing instruments should be kept at a 
minimum and are only applicable as far as the representativeness of the 
samples are concerned.
Although confidentiality of response for all the tests had been 
assured and provided for all the teachers and principals included in the
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study, other factors (psychological, sociological) present among individual 
respondents might have affected their performance on the measuring instru­
ments used.
Definition of the Variables
Organizational Behavior. The term refers to the behaviors of teachers 
and principals within the school setting. The behaviors are centered either 
toward the individual and/or the institutional goals (Halpin and Croft, 1962, 
p. 40-41).
1. Disengagement— refers to the teachers' tendency to be "not with 
it." Teacher behavior has less to do with task and more with "trained 
incapacities."
2. Hindrance— refers to the teachers' feeling that the principal 
burdens them with routine duties, committee demands, and other requirements 
which the teachers construe as unnecessary busywork.
3. Esprit— refers to morale. The teachers feel that their social 
needs are being satisfied, and that they are, at the same time enjoying a 
sense of accomplishment in their job.
4. Intimacy— refers to the teachers* enjoyment of friendly social 
relations with each other. This dimension describes a social—needs satis­
faction which is not necessarily associated with task accomplishment.
5. Aloofness— refers to behavior of the principal which is characterized 
as formal and impersonal.
6. Production Emphasis— refers to behavior of the principal which is 
characterized by close supervision and directiveness.
7. Thrust— refers to behavior of the principal which is characterized 
by his evident effort in trying to "move the organization." Thrust behavior
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is marked not by close supervision but by the principal’s attempt to 
motivate teachers through the example he personally sets.
8. Consideration— refers to the behavior of the principal which is 
characterized by an inclination to treat teachers sensitively with attention 
to their personal needs.
Supervisory Orientation. The term refers to a state of preference of 
the individual which is focused toward either the individual and/or the 
institutional goals.
1. Supervisory Nomothetic Orientation— refers to a state of preference 
of the individual which is focused primarily in the achievement of the in­
stitutional goals.
A. Task—Orientation— reflects the extent to which a person is concerned 
about conç)leting a job, solving problems, working persistently, and doing 
the best job possible.
B. Theory X Orientation— principal who holds the Theory X assumptions 
expresses a preference for a rigid organizational patterns and controls 
based on imposed authority somewhat along the line of Weberian bureaucratic 
model. He employs careful supervision; gives detailed decisions, insists 
on compliance; and uses threats to motivate the recalcitrants.
2. Supervisory Idiographic Orientation— refers to a state of preference 
of the individual which is focused primarily on the individual domain as it 
seeks to achieve the individual goals.
A. Interaction-Orientation— reflects a high interest in group activities 
but not ordinarily conducive to the progress of the organization in complet­
ing the task.
B. Theory Y Orientation— principal who holds the Theory Y assump­
tions expresses a preference for a supervisory style that places more
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reliance in self-control than external supervision: greater freedom for
action; and emphasizes recognition for achievement and motivation rather 
than fear of punishment.
Description of the Sample 
A semi-urban district in the Central Region of the Philippines was 
chosen for the population of the study. There are more than one hundred 
schools in the district. A random sample of thirty four schools constituted 
the sample of the study. All of the teachers and principals of the sample 
were included in the investigation.
The basic type of probability sampling used in this study to select 
the thrity four schools is simple random selection in which each school in 
the population had an equal chance of being drawn into the sample (Downie 
& Heath, 1975). The researcher utilized a box wherein all the schools in 
the population were individually written on uniform pieces of paper. The 
papers with the individual names of the individual schools were picked up 
by a designated person with no knowledge of the activity, one at a time 
until the designated numbers of schools had been drawn.
For statistical purposes, three types of data were generated from the 
subjects to be included in the study namely: (1) data from all of the 
principals of the thirty four selected schools and (2) data from all of 
the teachers (770) of all the selected schools (See Appendix C). Each of 
these data were treated as a unit of analysis.
Description of the Instrument 
The Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ)
In 1963 Halpin and Croft (1963) developed the OCDQ on the basis of an 
analysis of seventy one schools chosen from six different regions of the
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United States, the sixty four items in the OCDQ were assigned to eight 
subtests which were delineated by factor analytic methods. The eight be­
havioral dimensions constitute eight subtests of the questionnaire. Each 
subtest is composed of certain of the sixty four items. The eight subtests 
were divided into two sets of four subtests each. The first four relate 
to teachers* behavior, and the second four to the principal's behavior.
Definitions of the eight subtests are as follows:
Teachers * Behaviors
1. Disengagement refers to the teachers * tendency to be "not with 
it," This dimension describes a group which is "going through 
the motions," a group that is "not in gear" with respect to the 
task at hand. It corresponds to the more general concept of 
anomie as first described by Durkheim. In short, this subtest 
focuses upon the teachers * behavior in a task-oriented situation.
2. Hindrance refers to the teachers* feeling that the principal 
burdens them with routine duties, committee demands and other 
requirements which the teachers construe as unnecessary busy- 
work. The teachers perceive that the principal is hindering 
rather than facilitating their work.
3. Esprit refers to morale. The teachers feel that their social 
needs are being satisfied, and that they are, at the same time, 
enjoying a sense of accomplishment in their job.
4. Intimacy refers to the teachers * enjoyment of friendly social 
relations with each other. This dimension describes a social— 
needs satisfaction which is not necessarily associated with 
task accon^lishment.
Principal * s Behavior
5. Aloofness refers to behavior by the principal which is charac­
terized as formal and impersonal. He "Goes by the book" and 
prefers to be guided by rules and policies rather than to deal 
with teachers in an informal face-to—face situation. His be­
havior, in brief, is universalistic rather than particularistic; 
nomothetic rather than idiosyncratic. To maintain this style, 
he keeps himself at least emotionally at a distance from his 
staff.
6. Production Emphasis refers to behavior by the principal which 
is characterized by close supervision of the staff. He is 
highly directive, and plays the role of a "straw boss." His
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communication tends to go in only in one direction, and he is
not sensitive to feedback from the staff.
7. Thrust refers to behavior by the principal which is characterized
by his evident effort in trying to "move the organization."
Thrust behavior is marked not by close supervision, but by the 
principal's attempt to motivate the teachers through the example 
which he personally sets. Apparently, because he does not ask 
the teachers to give of themselves any more than he willingly 
gives of himself, his behavior, through task-oriented, is none­
theless viewed favorably by the teachers.
8. Consideration refers to behavior by the principal which is
characterized by an inclination to treat the teachers humanly, 
to try to do a little something extra for them in human terms 
(Halpin & Croft, 1962, p. 40-41).
For the purpose of this investigation the raw subtests and mean raw 
subtests scores serve as the organizational variables. The variable sub­
tests scores provide a means whereby organizational behaviors can be viewed 
through eight distinct ways by means of the OCDQ. Also, the researcher 
agrees with Andrews who states, "the only apparently valid meaning to be 
attached to the climates is that they are commonly-occuring patterns of 
scores on the subtests (Andrews, 1965, p. 37). See Appendix A for ques­
tionnaire specimen.
The Orientation Inventory (CRT)
The instrument is a twenty seven item, self—administering booklet of 
attitudes and opinions to which the examinee responds by choosing the most 
and least preferred of three alternatives (see V^pendix A for specimen 
questionnaire).
Bass' three fold behavioral orientations are as follows:
1. Self-orientation reflects the extent to which a person describes 
himself as e3q>ecting direct rewards to himself regardless of the 
job he is doing or the effects of what he does upon others working 
with him. For him, a group is literally a theater in which cer­
tain generalized needs can be satisfied. The other members are 
both the remainder of the cast.
2. Interaction-orientation reflects the extent of concern with 
maintaining happy, harmonious relationships in a superficial sort
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of way, often making it difficult to contribute to the task at 
hand or to be of real help to others. Interest In group activities 
is high but not ordinarily conducive to the progress of the group 
in completing the tasks.
3. Task-orientation reflects the extent to which a person is concerned 
about completing a job, solving problems, working persistently and 
doing the best job possible. In groups, despite his concern with 
the task, the task-oriented member tends to work hard within the 
group to -make it productive as possible. If he is interested in 
what the group is doing, he will fight hard for what he regards as 
right (Bass, 1962, p. 3).
The preliminary norms for ORI were established on the basis of 908 
college men throughout the United States. The edition of ORI used in this 
study represent the fourth revision based upon the internal consistency 
analyses and evaluations. The number of validity studies have been under­
taken in various organizational settings. The test—retest reliabilities 
for the scales have been high.
Survey of Management Beliefs (SMB)
The SMB (see Appendix A) questionnaire is a self report paper and 
pencil instrument designed to measure the extent to which an individual 
subscribes to a variety of management philosophies. The SMB questionnaire 
from the Institute for Social Research at the University of Michigan 
(Michaelsen, 1973) consists of a series of statements to which the respon­
dent mark a point on a 9-point, Likert scale ranging from "completely 
agree" to "completely disagree" for each statement. Scores on multiple 
item indices from this questionnaire are the sum of the values for each 
item in the index. Scores for the supervisory orientation variables were 
derived from the subset items of the SMB. The items from which the measures 
were derived closely resemble the set of assumptions that McGregor (1960) 
labeled as "Theory X" and "Theory Y". The items from which measures were 
obtained are as follows:
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Theory X
14. The most effective way to get people motivated and committed to 
a job is to instruct, direct, and use appropriate rewards and 
penalities.
31. Although a manager can be democratic with his employees, he must 
still structure their work for them.
8. A supervisor must keep a close check on his employees to see
that they are doing a good job.
6. Employees prefer to be directed rather than making their own
decisions in their work.
20. In industry there must always be a unity of command.
5. Being firm with employees is the best way to insure that they 
will do a good job.
1. A clear-cut hierarchy of authority and responsibility is essential 
in a business organization.
Theory Y
23. Employees seek responsibility and are capable of exercising self 
control.
24. The average employee dislikes work and will avoid it if he can.
(Scored negatively)
13. Allowing a wide degree of discretion in the performance of job 
responsibilities is an effective motivator for the employee.
11. The greater the challenge of the job, the greater the satis­
faction which employees derive from their work.
10. An effective manager is guided by principles rather than rules 
in dealing with his subordinates.
These three instruments yielded the twelve variables investigated 
in the study (See Table I). The OCDQ has eight variables generated from 
eight subtests and were structured as the organizational behavioral indices. 
The SMB and ORI have four variables which served as the supervisory orien­
tation variables, two of which are the idiographic variables and the other 
two, the nomothetic variables.
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TABLE I
SUMMARY OF MEASURES IN THE PRESENT STUDY
Domain Measures Data Source
Supervisory Interaction Orientation- Teachers and Principals 
Scores on ORI
Orientations Task Orientation
Theory Y Teachers and Principals 
Scores on SMB
Theory X "
Organizational Disengagement Teachers and Principals 
Scores on OCDQ
Behaviors Hindrance
Esprit
Intimacy
Aloofness
Production Emphasis
Thrust
Consideration
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Procedures for Collecting the Data 
Administration of the Instruments
The administration of the tests were accomplished in two ways; (1) 
the researcher administered the tests personally to all teachers and 
principals of thirty four schools in the sangle and (2) instructions were 
given to other administering persons assigned to administer the tests in 
their respective schools. All the testing instruments are self-directed 
instruments. Confidentiality of the responses was assured to all respon­
dents. To insure further confidentiality, each individual respondent was 
provided individual envelopes wherein the finished questionnaires were 
sealed.
The administration of the tests was done within the month of September 
and the first week of October of 1976. Follow-ups were done by a student 
researcher for all schools which did not return all the questionnaires.
In general, all the respondents, both the faculty members and principals, 
were cooperative upon knowing the intent of the investigation, and a 100% 
return was accomplished.
Scoring of the Instruments
The scoring of OCDQ based upon Halpin and Croft’s scoring procedures 
and SMB based on Michaelsen's scoring system were computerized at the 
University of Oklahoma Computer Center. The ORI was hand scored based on 
the manual of Bass (1960).
Before scoring, provisions of screening the questionnaires were 
accomplished. Out of eight hundred and fifty (850), only seven hundred 
seventy (90%) were included in the study. Those not used were incomplete, 
in error, or otherwise not valid. Each respondent completed three instru­
ments which constituted a total number of two thousand, three hundred ten 
(2,310) questionnaires for all of the selected schools (34).
29
Statistical Methods 
The primary interest of the investigation is the nature and extent 
of the relationship between the supervisory orientations and organizational 
behaviors. Methodologically, this implies a study of the relationship 
between the four variables of supervisory orientations and the eight or­
ganizational behaviors (see Table II) of the schools. The need for Pearson 
R statistical design is indicated. The formula for the Pearson r is as 
follows :
______ XY - C%X) %Y) /N_3______________
- (iX)^/Nj y“ -C(iY)^/N]
_____M m  - iiX) (-g)____________
'Z - (£X)bCN£.Y^  - (5.Y)^ J
After a correlation coefficient was computed, the next question was 
whether the r in question was a chance deviation from a population R of 
zero. To test the significance of the computed r, the researcher made use 
of two approaches: (1) simply made use of the statistical conversion
table (Downie & Heath, 1975) in Appendix C; and (2) by computing a t test.
A t test Is defined as the ratio of a deviation to a standard deviation. 
The deviation is the obtained r; the standard deviation is the standard 
error of this r. The standard error of r is through the use of the fol­
lowing formula:
1
v/ N - 1
where S = standard error when R is assumed to be 0 ro
N = number of pairs used in computing r
CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSES OF DATA
Twelve variables were involved in the testing of the hypotheses 
(see Table II). Four variables were classified as the supervisory orien­
tation variables (SMB, ORI) variables, two of which are the idiographic 
and the other nomothetic. The ORI yielded the Interaction and Task orien­
tation variables while the SMB provided the Theory X and Theory Y variables. 
The OCDQ provided the eight organizational behavioral dimensions of the 
school's incumbents. The first four relate to teachers* behaviors and 
the second four relate to principal's behaviors. Raw scores for all the 
tests of the fourteen variables involved in the study (See Appendix C) 
were utilized in the statistical computations involved in Pearson r's.
Analysis of the relationship between the supervisory orientation
variables and the organizational behaviors of the schools is computed by
means of Pearson r. The probability level of .05 was adopted to test the
significance of the computed r's.
Using the statistical formula and method indicated in Chapter III 
the analyses, consists of the presentations of (1) means and standard 
deviations for all the samples' tests on supervisory orientations and 
organizational behaviors, (2) intercorrelation matrices of all the super­
visory variables, the organizational behaviors; and (3) correlations 
between the supervisory orientations and organizational behaviors.
30
31
TABLE II
VARIABLES INVOLVED IN THE PRESENT STUDY
Domain Variables Source of Data
Supervisory
Orientations
Nomothetic Task Orientation Teachers and Principals 
scores on ORI
Theory X Teachers and Principals 
scores on SMB
Idiographic Interaction Teachers and Principals
Orientation scores on ORI
Theory Y Teachers and Principals 
scores on SMB
Organizational
Behaviors
Institutional goal- Disengagement Teachers and Principals
directed behaviors scores on OCDQ
Hindrance
Production Emphasis
Aloofness
Individual goal-
directed behaviors Esprit
Intimacy
Thrust
Consideration
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The subjects under investigation are grouped into two namely: (1)
the thirty four principals, and (2) the thirty four schools. Each group 
is regarded as a unit of analysis. The schools with each corresponding 
number of teachers were treated as a unit.
Mean Profile: Supervisory Orientations (SMB, ORI) as Reported by Prin­
cipals and Teachers
Figure III presents the graphic results of the mean and standard 
deviation scores of both principals and teachers of the thirty four 
schools. The principal scored higher on means scores on task orientation, 
theory X orientation, and theory Y. The teachers* scored higher on in­
teraction orientation than the principals* mean score. The mean score 
differences between teachers and principals were between one and six 
points only (see Table III).
Mean Profile: Organizational Behaviors (OCDQ) as Reported by Principals
and Teachers
The mean scores of teachers and principals are presented in Figure 
IV. The principals scored higher than teachers on aloofness, production 
emphasis, thrust, and considérâtion mean scores. However, the teachers 
scored one point higher than the principals on disengagement, esprit, 
hindrance and intimacy. The mean scores of both teachers and principals 
do not vary to a large extent (see Table III).
Intervariable Correlations of the Orientation Inventory (ORI) Variables
Table IV (see Appendix C) exhibits a non-significant correlation be­
tween the task orientation and interaction orientation measures of principals.
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TABLE III
MEANS AND STANDAED DEVIATIONS ON ORGANIATIONAL CLIMATE DESCRIPTION 
QUESTIONNAIRE (OCDQ), ORIENTATION INVENTORY (ORI), AND SURVEY OP 
MANAGEMENT BELIEFS (SMB)
Instruments and Source of Data
Variables Principals Teachers
Means St. D. Means St. D.
ORI
Interaction
Orientation
26.64 4.88 26.70 1.62
Task Orientation 31.94 4.76 30.29 1.48
SMB
Theory Y 38.11 4.18 36.29 4.31
Theory X 48.41 7.86 42.02 4.01
OCDQ
Teachers' Task 
Behaviors
Disengagement 66.20 5.21 67.38 1.98
Hindrance 105.73 5.86 106.17 2.98
Esprit 175.58 12.04 176.44 3.80
Intimacy 203.29 3.71 204.97 4.78
Principal's Task 
Behaviors
Aloofness 227.79 9.18 226.97 2.80
Production E. 324.91 5.25 323.82 4.78
Thrust 382.29 4.30 379.58 4.17
Consideration 426.44 5.00 424.52 5.76
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The data in Table V (see Appendix C) exhibits a nonsignificant cor­
relation between the teachers’ scores on task—orientation and interaction- 
orientation»
Intervariable Correlations of Management Beliefs (SMB) Variables
Table VI (see Appendix C) presents the intercorrelational coefficient
between the theory Y and theory X of principals. The data as presented
in Table VI showed no significant correlation between the two variables.
The teachers’ data in Table VII (see Appendix C) present a significant
positive correlation between the theory Y and theory X measures.
Intervariable Correlations of Organizational Behaviors (OCDQ) Variables 
The data as presented by the principals in Table VIII display seven 
significant positive correlations: disengagement—hindrance» esprit- 
intimacy, esprit—thrust» espri t-consideration. in timacy-pro due tion emphasis» 
intimacy-1hrust» and intimacy—consideration. One significant negative 
correlation is found between hindrance and esprit. The highest positive 
correlation is found between disengagement and hindrance.
The intercorrelational coefficients of teachers on organizational 
behaviors (OCDQ) measures in Table IX exhibit three significant positive 
correlations between variables: in t imacy-alo o fne ss » intimacy-production 
emphasis» and production emphasis-thrust. Two significant negative cor­
relations are reported: disengagement-aloofness and disengagement-con-
sideration. The highest positive correlation is found between intimacy 
and production emphasis.
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TABLE VIII
INTERCORRELATIONS OF THE ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIORS VARIABLES 
(OCDQ) AS REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS
Dis Hln Esp Int Alo Pro Thr Con
.00 .50*** _.i7 .14.18 .30 .14 .27
.93Hin 00 -.39*** .03 .22.17 .03 .08
94 .49*** .06 .31 .33* .43Esp 1.00
.94 48 .44*** .45***.00 -.14Int
.88Alo J..00 .08 .1911
.89 .00 .30 .30Pro
90 1.00 .31Thr
91 1.00Con
N = 34 principals
* p < .05
** p < .02
*** p <  .01
NOTE: Alpha coefficients (oC) of OCDQ subtests in marked block (see
Appendix C, p. 78).
TABLE IX
INTERCORRELATIONS OF THE ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIORS VARIABLES 
(OGDO) AS REPORTED BY TEACHERS
Dis Hin Esp Int Alo Pro Thr
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Con
Dii .09 .19 —. 34 * —. 07-.13 -.21
1.00 -.07 -.09 -.14 -.29Hin 08 -.31
Esp 1.00 -.07 -.22 -.20_00 -.03 .27
1.00 .46*** .56****.15Int ^00 .15
Alo .00 1.00 , .31 .00 .08
1.00 .40** -.17Pro
1.00Thr .13
1.00Con .9Ç
N = 34 Schools with 770 Teachers
* p <  .05
** p < .02
*** p < .01
**** p <.001
NOTE: Alpha coefficients (oC) of OCDQ subtests in marked block (see
Appendix C, p. 78).
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TABLE X
CORRELATION BETWEEN THE SUPERVISORY TASK ORIENTATION OF 
PRINCIPALS AND INSTITUTIONAL GOAL-DIRECTED BEHAVIORS IN 
SCHOOL AS REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS
Nomothetic Orientation
Ta sk- Or ien t at ion
Institutional Goal—Directed 
Behaviors (OCDQ)
Disengagement
Hindrance
Aloofness
Production Emphasis
-.23
.15
.04
.39*
N = 34 Principals
* p <.01
Idiographic Orientations and Task Behavior
Results related to hypothesis 1^ appear in Table X. A significant 
positive correlation is found between task-orientation and production 
emphasis. Three non-significant correlations are reported: task-orien-
tation—disengagement» task—orientation—hindrance» and task-orientation—
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TABLE XI
CORRELATION BETWEEN THE SUPERVISORY TASK ORIENTATION OF TEACHERS
AND INSTITUTIONAL GOAL-DIRECTED BEHAVIORS IN
SCHOOLS AS REPORTED BY TEACHERS
Nomothetic
Task-Orientation (ORI)
Institutional Goal—Directed 
Behaviors (OCDQ)
Disengagement -.17
Hindrance -.01
Aloofness
Production Emphasis
-.17
-.08
N = 34 Schools with 770 Teachers
aloofness. The data as presented by principals in Table X confirmed 
partially the prediction of significant positive relationship between the 
supervisory task-orientation of principals and their institutional 
goal-directed behaviors in school. Therefore, hypothesis 1^ is partially 
supported.
As evidenced by the data presented by teachers in Table XI, hypothesis 
Ig can not be supported. The trends of relationship between task
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TABLE XII
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE SUPERVISORY THEORY X ORIENTATION OF
PRINCIPALS AND INSTITUTIONAL GOAL-DIRECTED BEHAVIORS IN
SCHOOL AS REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS
Nomothetic
Theory X (SMB)
Institutional Goal—Directed 
Behaviors (OCDQ)
Disengagement
Hindrance
Aloofness
.30
.17
.04
Production Emphasis .49*
N = 34 Principals
* p <.001
orientation scores with disengagement, hindrance, aloofness are void of
significant correlations.
As evidenced by the data presented by principals in Table XII, hy­
pothesis 1^ is partially supported. While Theory X scores and production 
emphasis were highly correlated (p .001), the respected r’s generated
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TABLE XIII
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE SUPERVISORY THEORY X ORIENTATION
OF TEACHERS AND INSTITUTIONAL GOAL-DIRECTED BEHAVIORS
IN SCHOOL AS REPORTED BY TEACHERS
Nomothetic
Theory X (SMB)
Institutional Goal—Directed
Behaviors
Disengagement
Hindrance
Aloofness
Production Emphasis
-.14
.05
.08
.09
N = 34 Schools with 770 Teachers
in correlating theory X with disengagement, hindrance, and aloofness, 
although in the predicted direction, failed to achieve statistical signi­
ficance.
Hypothesis 1^ is not supported by the data presented by teachers in 
Table XIII, which indicate that teachers* theory X orientation were not 
significantly related to their scores on all of the institutional goal- 
directed behaviors.
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TABLE XIV
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE SUPERVISORY INTERACTION ORIENTATION
OF PRINCIPALS AND INDIVIDUAL GOAL-DIRECTED BEHAVIORS IN
SCHOOL AS REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS
Idiographic Orientation 
Interaction-Orientation (ORI)
Individual Goal—Directed
Behaviors (OCDQ)
Esprit
Intimacy-
Thrust
Consideration
-.06 
.03 
— ,16 
-.02
34 Principals
Idiographic Orientations and Task Behaviors
Results related to hypothesis 2^ are found in Table XIV. There are 
no statistically significant relationships found between interaction orien­
tation of principals with their scores in esprit, intimacy, thrust, and 
consideration behaviors. Therefore, hypothesis 2^ can not be supported.
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TABLE XV
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE SUPERVISORY INTERACTION ORIENTATION
OF TEACHERS AND INDIVIDUAL GOAL-DIRECTED BEHAVIORS IN
SCHOOL AS REPORTED BY TEACHERS
Idiographic
Interaction-Orientation (ORI)
Individual Goal—Directed 
Behaviors (OCDQ)
Esprit
Intimacy
Thrust
Con s iderat ion
.00
.14
-.09
.17
N = 34 Schools with 770 Teachers
The data in Table XV did not support hypothesis 2 -^ Teachers' scores 
on the interaction orientation and their scores on esprit, intimacy, thrust 
and consideration measures were strikingly void of significant bivariate 
relationships. Therefore, hypothesis 2^ can not be supported.
As evidenced by the data of principals presented in Table XVI, hy­
pothesis 2^ can not be supported. The data presented in Table XVI did not
45
TABLE XVI
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE SUPERVISORY THEORY Y ORIENTATION
OR PRINCIPALS AND INDIVIDUAL GOAL-DIRECTED BEHAVIORS IN
SCHOOL AS REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS
Idiographic
Theory Y (SMB)
Individual Goal-Directed 
Behaviors (OCDQ)
Esprit .06
Intimacy -.07
Thrust .05
Consideration .22
N = 34 Principals
confirm the prediction of significant positive relationships between the 
principals’ supervisory theory X orientation and their scores on individual 
goal—directed behaviors.
Results related to hypothesis 2^ appear in Table XVII, An examina­
tion of the correlational r*s suggest that teachers' theory Y orientation 
scores were not significantly related to their scores on esprit, intimacy.
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TABLE XVII
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE SUPERVISORY THEORY Y ORIENTATION
AND INDIVIDUAL GOAL-DIRECTED BEHAVIORS IN
SCHOOL AS REPORTED BY TEACHERS
Idiographic
Theory Y (SMB)
Individual Goal—Directed 
Behaviors (OCDQ)
Esprit
Intimacy
-.01
.30
Thrust .10
Consideration .06
N = 34 Schools with 770 Teachers
thrust, and consideration variables. Therefore, hypothesis 2^ can not be 
supported.
Summarv of Results
1. The intervariable correlational coefficients of the Orientation 
Inventory (ORI) Variables as presented by both teachers and principals 
were not statistically significant at p ^ .05 level.
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2. The intercorrelation between the theory Y and theory X measures 
of principal were not significantly positively related.
3. The intervariable correlation between theory Y and theory X 
orientations of teachers were positively statistically significant (p^.OOl).
4. The intercorrelational coefficients on teachers and principals* 
organizational behavior (OCDQ) were consistent with those pointed by Halpin 
and Croft (1963).
5. The correlational coefficients on principals’ supervisory task 
orientation and the institutional goal—directed behaviors were related in 
one significant correlation: correlation between task—orientation and
production emphasis.
6. The correlational coefficients between teachers’ task orientation 
and the institutional goal-directed behaviors scores were strikingly void 
of bivariate relationships.
7. The correlational coefficients between principals’ theory X 
orientation and the institutional goal-directed behaviors were related 
in one significant positive way: correlation between theory X and pro­
duction emphasis measures.
8. The correlational coefficients between teachers’ theory X orien- 
tation and the institutional goal-directed behaviors were not statistically 
significantly related.
9. The correlational coefficients between the supervisory idio­
graphic variables (theory Y and interaction-orientation) and the 
individual goal—directed behaviors variables (esprit, intimacy, thrust, 
and consideration) of both principals and teachers were strikingly void 
of bivariate relationships.
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
Conclusions
The conclusions derived from the present research are straightforward 
but speculative. The statistical design utilized provided results which 
are only directional in nature. For example, in interpreting a correlational 
coefficient between two variables, a high positive correlation between two 
variables does not provide evidence of casual relationships.
Although the theoretical constructs of the present study were based 
upon a body of knowledge generated from social systems theory, the opera­
tional definitions of the concepts under study still demand a continued 
rigorous and empirical investigation. The conceptualization and measure­
ments of supervisory orientations in terms of values and beliefs demand 
a more concrete and observable definitions. The conceptualizations and 
mapping of the organizational behaviors as presented in OCDQ climate 
measures, still in need of more cross validation studies (Andrews, 1965, 
and Halpin & Croft, 1963).
The conclusions are presented In the order of the hypotheses tested 
as reported by principals, and teachers-
H-. There is a positive relationship between the supervisory task 
orientation of principals and the institutional goal-directed 
behaviors in school.
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Hypothesis is partially confirmed with the presence of a significant 
positive correlation between the supervisory task orientation variable 
and production emphasis variable.
H^g There is a positive relationship between the supervisory task-
orientation of teachers and institutional goal-directed behaviors 
in school.
The correlational matrices between task—orientation and institutional goal- 
directed behaviors of teachers reveal a lack of bivariate relationships. 
Further analyses of the teachers data reveal the opposite directionality 
of relationships although not significant between the two variables which 
is in contradiction to hypothesis Ig.
EL There is a positive relationship between the supervisory theory 
X orientation of principals and institutional goal—directed 
behaviors in school.
The principals* theory X orientation is significantly positively related
with production emphasis. The overall correlational matrices between the
two domains exhibit only one significant correlation which implies that
hypothesis Ig is partially confirmed.
H-_ There is a positive relationship between the supervisory theory 
X of teachers and institutional goal-directed behaviors in 
school.
The correlational matrices between the institutional goal-directed behaviors 
(disengagement, hindrance, aloofness, and production emphasis) and super­
visory orientation (theory X) reveal no significant relationships between 
the two domains. Therefore, hypothesis Ig is not supported.
H«. There is a positive relationship between the supervisory inter­
action orientation of principals and individual goal—directed 
behaviors in school.
The overall correlational matrices between the supervisory Interaction
orientation and individual goal-directed behaviors as reported by principals
are not statistically related. Therefore, hypothesis 2^ can not be supported.
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There is a positive relationship between the supervisory in­
teraction orientation of teachers and individual goal-directed 
behaviors in school.
The correlational coefficients between the teachers’ supervisory interaction
orientation and individual goal—directed behaviors are not significantly
related. Therefore, hypothesis 2^ can not be supported.
^2c is a positive relationship between the supervisory theory
Y orientation of principals and individual goal—directed be— 
haviors in s chool.
The trends of relationship between the supervisory theory Y orientation 
and individual goal—directed behaviors of principals lack significant 
bivariate relationships. Therefore, hypothesis 2^ can not be supported.
There is a positive relationship between the supervisory theory
Y orientation of teachers and individual goal-directed behaviors 
in school.
The overall correlational matrices on teachers’ supervisory theory Y and 
organizational behavior measures (esprit, intimacy, thrust, and consideration) 
exhibit no significant relationships. Therefore, hypothesis 2^ can not be 
supported.
In conclusion, generally, the supervisory orientations of school 
incumbents (principals and teachers) exhibit limited bivariate correlations 
to their organizational behaviors in school. Specifically, the supervisory 
orientations operationally defined in terms of values and beliefs do not 
seem to have much to do with the organizational behaviors in either in­
stitutional goal-centered and/or individual goal-centered behaviors. 
Apparently, the supervisory orientations of school incumbents do not vary 
much from their "closed” and "open” behaviors. This finding is not in­
consistent with similar research which, though suggestive, is inconclusive 
(Plaxton, 1965 and Wiggins, 1968).
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Implications and Further Research 
The supporting evidence as presented earlier would seem to justify 
the assumptions that there is only limited, if any, support that the 
observed organizational behaviors are related to the supervisory orien­
tations of school incumbents. If such is the case, then, the following 
conclusions are justified: The validity of the measures of both
supervisory orientations (values and beliefs) and the organizational 
behaviors measures have to be questioned.
Does the OCDQ measure what it really intends to measure?
Do the SMB and ORI measure values and beliefs relative to supervisory 
orientations which could be just opposed with the OCDQ measures?
Is there a possibility of constructing a third measure which will 
operationally categorize supervisory orientations based on the 
theoretical formulation of Parsons and Shils (1961) and on the 
notions of values by Rokeach (1973)?
Is it theoretically necessary to formulate a third type of super­
vision in the term of Getzels* (1968) transactional style in order 
to gauge the directionality of supervisory behavior?
Specifically, the lack of support for the tested hypotheses involved 
in the study is theoretically inconsistent. The inconsistencies between 
the theoretical construct and the empirical findings are of outmost im­
portance in consideration of the implications for further research. The 
general lack of support as found in hypotheses call for the validity of 
the theoretical assumptions as well as the instruments utilized in this 
study. Halpin and Croft (1963) have pleaded for more cross validations 
of the OCDQ. The Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ) 
used as a measuring instrument in the educational setting has generated 
hundreds of research projects and yet construct validity questions are 
still of major concern. Furthermore, the researcher feels that the current
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observations implied in the research provide basis for reexamination of the 
systems and practices in training and in selecting the functionaries of 
the school incumbents in the Philippines and elsewhere. The present results 
may indicate the inadvisability of using supervisors * values as a measure 
of evaluating the probability of success of various organizational de­
velopment training strategies most commonly employed in an attempt to 
bring changes in principals and teachers behaviors. These findings may 
imply that organizational development programs such as Blake and Itouton’s 
(1974) managerial grid, McClelland's motivational training (1969), and 
other forms of training programmed toward changing supervisors' values need 
to be seen in a different and more integrating approach. Michaelsen (1973) 
study affirms that activities focused on the modification of the super­
visors' situational conditions would if successful, have high probability 
of promoting behavior changes, regardless of supervisors' value. In 
addition, there are some assumptions and empirical evidences that situa­
tional conditions such as the organizational roles (Simon, 1950, Lieberman, 
1956, Charters, 1963, and Bridges, 1965) and organizational structures 
(Presthus, 1965) bring about changes in the behaviors of organizational 
members. Itore specifically, the present study reveals a similarity of 
organizational behaviors in all of the Philippine public elementary schools 
included in the study which may imply the impact of the organization per 
se, Wiggins (1968, p. 89) study states that "incoming functionaries, 
including the principal, did not alter the existing climates. They all 
perceived their climates much the same."
Each implication opens new avenues for new and/or extended research.
A more sophisticated research is warranted to map the domains of organi­
zational behaviors and supervisory styles in the educational setting.
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It is hoped that this study will generate additional challenges for research 
involving supervisory situational conditions, socialization and change, and 
the nature of the school structures.
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ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE 
A. W. HALPIN and D. B. CROFT
The items in this questionnaire describe typical behaviors or con­
ditions that occur within a school organization. Please indicate to what 
extent each of these descriptions characterizes your school. Please do 
not evaluate the items in terms of "good" or "bad" behavior, but read 
each item carefully and respond in terms of how well the statement describes 
your school.
The purpose of this questionnaire is to secure a description of the 
different ways in which teachers behave and of the various conditions 
under which they work. The questionnaire will be examined to identify 
the behaviors or conditions that have been described as typical by the 
majority of the teachers in your school. From this examination, a portrait 
of the Organizational Climate of your school will be constructed.
BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION
Please place a check mark to the right of the appropriate category.
1. Position; Principal 1.
Teacher 2.
Other 3.
2. Sex: Man 1.
Woman 2.
3. Age: 20 - 29 1.
30 - 39 2.
40 - 49 3.
50 - 59 4.
60 or over 5.
4. Years of 0 - 3 1.
experience in 4 - 9 2.
education: 10 - 19 3.
20 - 29 4.
30 or over 5.
5. Years at 0 - 3 1.
this school; 4 - 9 2.
10 - 19 3.
20 or over 4.
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MARKING INSTRUCTIONS
Printed below is an example of a typical item found in the Organi­
zational Climate Description Questionnaire;
1. Rarely occurs
2. Sometimes occurs
3. Often occurs
4. Very frequently occurs
SAMPLE:
Teachers call each other by their first names. 1 2  3 4
In this example the respondent circled alternative 3 to show that the 
inter-personal relationship described by this item "often occurs" at his 
school. Of course, any of the other alternatives could be selected, depending 
upon how often the behavior described by the item does, indeed, occur in 
your school.
Please mark your responses clearly, as in the example. PLEASE BE SURE 
THAT YOU MARK EVERY ITEM. CIRCLE the numeral which most nearly approximates 
the frequency of the behavior described . . . Authenticity of the response 
is very important. Do give the most accurate response that you can . . . 
Either a pencil or a pen may be used.
6. Teachers’ closest friends are other faculty member 1 2  3 4
at this school.
7. The mannerisms of teachers at this school are 1 2  3 4
annoying.
8. Teachers spend time after school with students 1 2  3 4
who have individual problems.
9. Instructions for the operation of teaching aids 1 2  3 4
are available.
10. Teachers invite other faculty to visit them at 1 2  3 4
home.
11- There is a minority group of teachers who always 1 2  3 4
oppose the majority.
12. Extra books are available for classroom use- 1 2  3 4
13. Sufficient time is given to prepare adminis— 1 2  3 4
trative reports.
14. Teachers know the family background of other 1 2  3 4
faculty members.
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15. Teachers exert group pressure on non-conforming 1 2  3 4
faculty members.
16. In faculty meetings, there is a feeling of lets 1 2  3 4
get things done.
17. Administrative paper work is burdensome at this 1 2  3 4
school.
18. Teachers talk about their personal life to other 1 2  3 4
faculty members.
19. Teachers seek special favors from the principal. 1 2  3 4
20. School supplies are readily available for use in 1 2  3 4
classwork.
21. Student progress reports require too much work. 1 2  3 4
22. Teachers have fun socializing together during 1 2  3 4
school time.
23. Teachers interrupt other faculty members who 1 2  3 4
are talking in staff meetings.
24. Most of the teachers here accept the faults of 1 2  3 4
their colleagues.
25. Teachers have too many committee requirements. 1 2  3 4
26. There is considerable laughter when teachers 1 2  3 4
gather informally.
27. Teachers ask nonsensical questions in faculty 1 2  3 4
meetings.
28. Custodial service is available when needed. 1 2  3 4
29. Routine duties-interfere with the job of 1 2  3 4
teaching.
30. Teachers prepare administrative reports by 1 2  3 4
themselves.
31. Teachers ramble when they talk in faculty 1 2  3 4
meetings.
32. Teachers at this school show much school spirit. 1 2  3 4
33. The principal goes of his way to help teachers. 1 2  3 4
34. The principal helps teachers solve personal 1 2  3 4
problems.
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35. Teachers at this school stay by themselves. 1 2  3 4
36. The teachers accomplish their work with great 1 2  3 4
vim, vigor and pleasure.
37. The principal sets an example by working hard 1 2  3 4
himself.
38. The principal does personal favors for teachers. 1 2  3 4
39. Teachers eat lunch by themselves in their own 1 2  3 4
classrooms•
40. The morale of the teachers is high. 1 2  3 4
41. The principal uses constructive criticism. 1 2  3 4
42. The principal stays after school to help teachers 1 2  3 4
finish their work-
43. Teachers socialize together in small select groups. 1 2  3 4
44. The principal makes all class-scheduling decisions. 1 2  3 4
45. Teachers are contacted by the principal each day. 1 2  3 4
46. The principal is well prepared when he speaks 1 2  3 4
at school functions.
47. The principal helps staff members settle minor 1 2  3 4
differences.
48. The principal schedules the work for the teachers. 1 2  3 4
49. Teachers leave the grounds during the school day. 1 2  3 4
50. The principal criticizes a specific act rather than 1 2  3 4
a staff member.
51. Teachers help select which courses will be taught. 1 2  3 4
52. The principal corrects teachers* mistakes. 1 2  3 4
53. The principal talks a great deal- 1 2  3 4
54. The principal explains his reasons for criticism 1 2  3 4
to teachers.
55. The principal tries to get better salaries for 1 2  3 4
teachers.
56. Extra duty for teachers is posted conspicuously. 1 2  3 4
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57. The rules set by the principal are never 1 2  3 4
questioned.
58. The principal looks out for the personal welfare 1 2  3 4
of teachers.
59. School secretarial service is available for 1 2  3 4
teachers* use.
60. The principal runs the faculty meeting like a 1 2  3 4
business conference.
61. The principals is in the building before teachers 1 2  3 4
arrive.
62. Teachers work together preparing administrative 1 2  3 4
reports.
63. Faculty meetings are organized according to a 1 2  3 4
tight agenda.
64. Faculty meetings are mainly principal—report 1 2  3 4
meetings.
65. The principal tells teachers of new ideas he 1 2  3 4
has run across.
66. Teachers talk about leaving the school system. 1 2  3 4
67. The principal checks the subject-matter ability 1 2  3 4
of teachers.
68. The principal is easy to understand. 1 2  3 4
69. Teachers are informed of the results of a 1 2  3 4
superviror’s visit.
70. Grading practices are standardized at this 1 2  3 4
school.
71. The principal insures that teachers work to 1 2  3 4
their full capacity.
72. Teachers leave the building as soon as possible 1 2  3 4
at day*s end.
73. The principal clarifies wrong ideas a teacher 1 2  3 4
may have.
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A  JoH  be ieg a id *  th e  gamg.
8  T h e  Ic c lin g  a f  a
C  B d a g  p ra be d  Car a
10. Schools could do  a better job  if they:
* A  T a a g f it ehiidrcM  ta  faUew th r ew g» am a ) a k  
B  Batewtaçed ladepeedeeec aad a tà liry  im c A d drok  
C  f a t  leta «Dpbaala am le w p ib i ia a  aad m arc am getw cg aim
11. T h e  trouble with organisations like the  Arssy • 
Navy is:
A  T h e  ra n k  aywcaa la a i i d i i a t u i i l t
B  T h e  tmdivldmal get* laat l a  th e  argamiraaiam
C  Yeu C M  merer get mmythlmg dame w ith  a l l  tSw ta d  capm
12. If  I had  m ore time. 1 w ould like to:
C  J cM  U k c  b  c w y  « *d ta t
IS. X chink I d o  my best cdien:
A  I  m ark w ith  a gramp mt p ra |ila  wkm aac m m gm eA  
B  f  ha re  a y a h  th a c b  «m aty Bmm.
C  M y  cBene a rc  fw w a rd e ^
Opca Ikis fi>9 n <  C B B tta  « n  ^ BcxSai U .
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The
ORIENTATION INVENTORY
6ï
Bsnatd M. Bass. FB.D.
D I R E C T I O N S
HÛ3 test consists of 27 statements 
of opinions and attitudes. For each 
statemœt please indicate in the an­
swer blocks which of the three alter­
natives» At B, or C, is most true, or 
most preferred, or most important to 
you by writing A, B, or C in the 
MOST column.
Then choose the* least true  or 
fggst pmfsrred of the three alterna­
tives and write its letter in the LEAST
For every statement, be sure you 
mark one alternative in each column. 
If Aisentered under Most, then either 
B or C should be marked under Least, 
and so on.
Do not debate too long over any 
QB^ Statement; your first reaction is 
dedied.
T05H THE SHEET OVER AND BEGIN
(Be B it i f l f i l l )
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rapBl
r I 
□ □
□ □ 
□  □
□  □
D O
□  □
■  I  
□  □
□ □ 
□ □
□ □ 
□ □ 
□ □
BEGIN HERE
1. One o f the greatett satisfactions in  life is:
A  R cre sn ltlo n  fo r  j w r  efforts.
B  T b r  f r r H m fo f  m jo b  w«U doom.
C  T h t  f a a  o f be ing *(Rh (neods.
2 . If 1 played football, I  would like to  be:
A  T h e  caach whose p la n n in g  pays o f f la  r ic to ry .
B  T h e  s ta r quarte rback.
C  Elected esptsim  o f  th e  team.
Su T h e  best instructors are  those who:
A  C irc  you tndW ldua l h e lp  mad seem in ie rm tcd  in  you.
B  M ake •  he ld  o f  study in te resting , so y ou w i ll  w a n t to  know  
m ore ab ou t I t .
C  M ake th e  c lassa fr ie n d ly  g ro o p  where yeu fee l free  so exp rae
4 . Students downgrade instructors who:
A  A re  s a rta ttic  and seem  to  ta ke  a  d is like  to  c erta in  people.
B  M ake everyone com pete w ith  each o the r.
C  S im ply  c a n 't ge t an idea aaosa an d  d o n 't sccxa Intercsaad la  
t h d r  subject.
5. I  like my friends to:
A  W a a tjto  he lp  others w henever possi hle.
B  Be lo ya l a t  a ll times.
C  B e jn ie ll lg e n t and Interested in  a n uatbe r o f  th fn gk
6 . My best friends:
A  A rc  easy to  ge t a long w ith .
B  Know  m ere th a n  I  do.
C  A re  lo ya l to  me.
7. I  would like to  be known as:
A  A  sticccMfnl person.
"B A n  effic ien t person.
C  A  fr ie n d ly  person.
8. I f  i  had my choice, I w ould like to  be:
A  A  research scientist.
B  A  good salesman.
C  A  test p ilo t.
9. A sa  youngster I enjoyed:
A  Just b e ing  w ith  th e  gang.
8  T h e  fe e ling  o f .  aecompl ishm ent  I  had a fte r  I  d id  aooacthlng 
srcIL
C  B c to f p ra ised fo r  some nchkM Skcnc 
lOt. Schools could do a better jo b  if they:
'  * A  T a u g h t ch ild re n  to  fo llo w  th ro u g h  on  a  job .
B  CsKoutaged independence and a b il ity  in  c h ild re n .
C  P u t less emphasis o n  c om p e titio n  and m ore o n  getUng along
I ] .  T h e  trouble with organizations like the Army or 
Navy is:
A  T h e  ra n k  syscnn Is u s tdcm osa iie .
B  T h e  in d iv id u a l gets los t l o  the osgsniration.
C  You can never get a n y th in g  done w ith  a l l  th e  re d  tape.
12. I f  I  had m ore time, I  w ould like  to:
A  M ake m ore friends.
B  W o fb a tm y  hobby o r  leam is%  som ething n  
lag .
C  |esc lake  U  easy, w itb e e t assy pernw Bi.
IS. I  chink X do  my best when:
A  I  w ork  w ith  a grou p  o f  peop le w ho  
B  I  have a  Job th a t is  in  m y  Une.
C  M y  c ffo ru  a re tew â fdod .
O p n i t t l i f b s n S e « s t t B U v i t l i « s f s t i ( S 8 14.
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M AN AG E M E N T BELIEFS
C W # Bn* fiun ib tr foUowing taeti o f ttw  •t»>
tamono bttow to  tnd(e«ti th# txtant to  wrhlch
you osrw with K.
1. E m ployw  rttponiiOllity and #*# cm »  
bU o f cttreM ng id f  eontrol.
3. The evtrega employ## ditllket woifc and w ill 
ofoid H I f  he can. (Scored nesathniyl
X  Allowing # wkl# degt«e o f dlteretlon in the 
pOfformartee o f  job rc*ronstbiliti#« ia an eA 
bctN# motivator fo r the ampfoyae.
4 . The sn a a r the challanga o f the job, the 
groatar the aatitfaction which empioyee# de> 
ifwe from thalr work.
X  An effective martegar U guided by prfnclpla* 
tether than rule* In dealing w ith h it auborrih 
•e te t
&  The moat effective way to  get people mod* 
vatad end committed to  a Job is to instruct 
direct, and use appieptiau reward* end pa-
7. Although e manager can be democrede with 
b i* Wnpioyaet, he mun n ih  itrueture thair
&  A  tu pe rv ito r m uxt keep a d m e  check on  h it  
employeea to  aee tf ia t they are do ing e  good 
Job.
f t  Employée* p re fer to  be directed rather than 
m aking th a lr o w n  deds ion t in  th e ir  w ork .
10. in  industry there m u tt  afway* be a u n ity  o f
11. Being firm  w ith  a n ^ o y e e * 1* th e  bast way 
to  Inaure t f ia t they w ill d o  a good job .
tZ .  A  d a e rc u t hierarchy o f  a u tfto r ity  and rat- ' 
po m fiX llty  k  essential In  a business organL
1 f t  T he  good martegar m ust pay as m uch d irect 
STiaiition to  keeping people w orking togath* 
o r  even a t ha does to  teeing th a t the task gats
14. Msrwgemant should rely more o n  m utual c o r f  
Bdartca end good relationships w ith  people 
rather than o n  the exercise o f  a u th o rity  to  
9 t  thlrtgs done.
IB . h  I# ataantlal fo r  the good marseger to  be 
m esithe  to  the fadings o f  others.
IB . In  bu tln a tt. am o tion* end faeHngt should be 
cxprttaad artd w orked o u t
17. M sntg an should be w illin g  to  t r y  o u t itew  
w ays o f  do ing  th ln g t
1 f t  A  manager should ftd p  o the r* to  eaprees the ir 
o w n  Indlv idusfity .
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ORI, SMB AND OCDQ GROUP SUBTESTS SCORES OF 770 TEACHERS FOR THIRTY FOUR 
SCHOOLS
School
Nos. I
ORI
T
SMB
Y X DIS HIN ESP
OCDQ
INT ALO PRO TER CON
1 27 28 37 48 68 108 176 201 229 322 378 427
2 26 28 37 48 67 108 179 202 228 327 385 426
3 27 30 23 29 69 105 176 204 226 323 378 424
4 27 33 29 45 67 108 178 188 219 309 381 425
5 29 29 35 45 68 106 175 201 226 315 376 428
6 28 30 41 44 67 104 172 202 207 328 371 428
7 27 31 34 41 66 108 176 194 225 321 378 425
8 24 27 39 54 70 110 177 202 221 323 381 429
9 28 31 36 45 66 100 177 202 228 322 382 427
10 27 31 37 47 71 106 175 202 227 318 362 424
11 27 32 35 44 67 106 162 203 226 324 379 425
12 31 32 40 48 69 106 180 203 227 326 326 382
13 26 30 33 44 66 112 175 200 233 316 376 427
14 25 32 38 50 64 105 181 199 227 324 379 428
15 28 31 36 48 65 106 178 205 225 327 383 425
16 26 37 36 44 70 108 177 206 228 325 382 426
17 25 30 38 49 67 107 170 202 228 328 381 411
18 26 29 37 45 69 103 177 205 226 325 379 425
19 24 29 38 44 67 105 177 203 226 327 382 427
20 26 29 35 50 66 105 174 197 228 327 380 428
21 23 28 31 41 73 108 186 194 202 326 381 409
22 26 34 34 40 65 106 177 203 227 326 380 426
23 29 29 35 38 68 107 172 204 228 326 380 429
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Continuation: Schools
School
Nos. I
ORI
T
SMB
Y X DIS HIN ESP
OCDQ
INT ALO PRO THR CON
24 27 28 37 42 65 106 176 201 231 323 380 424
25 28 31 30 47 68 195 176 203 229 326 381 427
26 26 32 33 41 68 114 177 205 228 326 382 427
27 26 30 35 42 68 103 178 201 228 325 382 424
28 28 29 45 42 68 108 179 202 226 320 275 424
29 25 30 36 42 69 97 180 204 230 330 384 402
30 26 31 47 46 65 105 175 202 226 325 378 429
31 23 26 29 38 69 107 176 201 229 325 378 424
32 29 29 41 54 65 107 179 220 229 330 382 429
33 27 31 41 45 55 105 177 204 230 329 383 426
34 23 30 35 44 66 105 179 202 226 323 382 425
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ORI. SMB AND OCDQ SUBTESTS SCORES FOR THIRTY FOUR PRINCIPALS
Principal 
Nos. I
ORI
T X
SMB
Y DIS HIN ESP
OCDQ
INT ALO PRO THR CON
1 23 40 32 45 73 113 175 204 227 323 383 435
2 31 30 37 53 66 105 174 204 226 328 383 427
3 30 25 31 31 66 92 176 201 220 321 382 422
4 20 39 43 47 67 101 180 205 226 323 383 427
5 21 25 41 52 69 108 179 205 226 330 386 425
6 19 36 44 59 64 96 185 207 222 335 387 428
7 31 34 37 52 73 116 175 202 227 318 383 427
8 31 37 41 45 66 111 178 207 233 325 384 431
9 36 33 39 55 61 105 180 202 227 323 390 430
10 28 37 34 43 66 106 171 202 227 316 372 415
11 27 22 42 48 68 110 178 204 223 388 381 421
12 29 35 29 47 63 105 180 207 232 383 375 421
13 25 32 39 43 65 106 179 200 227 316 390 430
14 27 39 40 31 64 108 173 204 225 316 380 428
15 27 30 37 33 60 100 180 205 221 323 381 418
16 22 33 43 39 61 110 178 204 273 332 390 430
17 27 31 38 55 73 111 175 200 230 323 386 430
18 26 28 41 47 67 96 178 207 226 331 387 424
19 37 23 33 51 69 105 178 207 228 331 284 430
20 25 30 42 53 74 115 165 200 230 330 317 420
21 34 28 38 58 68 105 185 208 231 328 388 435
22 28 41 32 48 62 103 174 195 221 316 377 418
23 23 32 39 61 62 101 174 195 233 333 381 430
24 24 32 37 48 65 103 176 198 226 320 378 424
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Continuation: 
Principal ORI 
Nos. I T
Principal 
, SMB 
X Y DIS HIN ESP
OCDQ
INT ALO PRO THR CON
25 28 37 35 52 64 108 180 210 263 385 390 430
26 20 34 39 57 64 108 180 210 222 318 378 418
27 16 35 34 50 66 118 175 201 228 328 383 428
28 31 29 32 52 64 108 173 201 247 328 378 420
29 19 28 40 53 64 100 184 205 231 326 388 430
30 29 33 44 43 61 101 177 204 231 326 388 421
31 30 32 41 58 61 100 179 200 231 326 388 427
32 27 27 41 58 87 113 179 207 222 318 284 425
33 27 29 42 58 62 105 175 201 223 315 377 424
34 29 30 36 40 66 103 182 200 222 318 384 425
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TABLE IV
INTERCORRELATIONS OF THE ORIENTATION INVENTORY VARIABLES 
(ORI) AS REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS
Interaction Task
Interaction 1.00 .06
Task 1.00
N = 34 Principals
TABLE V
INTERCORRELATIONS OF THE ORIENTATION INVENTORY VARIABLES 
(ORI) AS REPORTED BY TEACHERS
Interaction Task
Interaction 1.00 -.30
Task 1.00
N = 34 Schools with 770 Teachers
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TABLE VI
INTERCORRELATIONS OF THE SURVEY MANAGEMENT BELIEFS VARIABLES 
(SMB) AS REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS
Theory Y Theory X
, 9 6Theory Y .14
.86Theory X
N — 34 Principals
NOTE: Alpha coefficients (<=<) in marked block (see p. 78).
TABLE VII
INTERCORRELATIONS OF THE MANAGEMENT BELIEFS VARIABLES 
(SMB) AS REPORTED BY TEACHERS
Theory Y 
Theory X
Theory Y Theory X
N = 34 Schools with 770 Teachers
* p < .01
NOTE: Alpha coefficients (o4) in marked block (see p. 78).
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STEPS INVOLVED IN TESTING THE RELIABILITY 
(ALPHA COEFFICIENTS) MEASURES OF OCDQ 
AND SMB SUBTESTS
1. Simple repeated measures Anova F (Program ANVMD, available in the 
USERF Library, University of Oklahoma, Computing Center).
2. e^ = 1 -   (Winer, 1972, p. 287).
